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was a clear contempt, and every one expected that something great would occur when of a sudden there was a transformation scene. The poacher   became the gamekeeper, and all was peace.    In other words, Sir Elijah Irupey who had  confronted the  Government from the judgment seat and asserted his independence of * it, consented to be its paid servant and to preside over the Company's courts.    I am aware that this account has been challenged, and that  the merit of lofty  disinterestedness has been claimed for Impey.   It has been  said that he did all the work of the Company's Courts without a salary.    But where, I ask, is the evidence for this ?   It is certain that a large salary was assigned to Sir Elijah and that he fully expected to be paid.    On 12th November 1780 he  wrote  that no pecuniary satisfaction had been ofiered or ever mentioned to him, but that he did not imagine it was intended that  his trouble was to go unrecompensed.    He bad grounds for this imagining for already, namely, on the 24th October, the majority of the counsel had resolved  that he should have the 5,000 sicca a month and an allowance of Us. 600 sicca a month as house-Tent. It was after this resolution  that he accepted the appointment, and it is absurd to suppose that he did not know of it,    He discharged the duties and presumably drew the salary   for many months, for it was not till July 1781 that is, seven or eight months afterwards, that he began to doubt   about the propriety of taking the money.    He then wrote that he would decline appropriating the salary till the pleasure, of the Lord  Chancellor was known. The Lord Chancellor was Thurlow ; and whether his pleasure was ever t^ken on the point I do not know.   The Attorney-General and the Solicitor-General, however, were referred to, and they said that they saw nothing illegal in Itnpey's receiving the salary. Presumably this satisfied Impey, and, if it did not, I cannot doubt that Thurlow, who afterwards strongly supported him, gave an opinion in his favour.    Mr. Impey, of course, says that his father drew no pay, but he gives no authority for the statement.   He very ridiculously  prints a list of judicial deposits   received in the Supreme Court from the mofussil, and assumes that because these only amount to a   small sum his father did not draw his salary.   He' evidently imagines that Sir Elijah's  salary depended   on the fees,  and that  judicial  deposits, i.e., deposits on account of execution of decrees, &a, are the same thing as the pay of the Judge of the Court.
The very words used by Sir Elijah, that he should decline appropriating to himself the salary, seem to imply that he drew it but would keep a separate account of it It is noticeable, too, that in the long letter of 8th August 1781, published by Mr. Impey, Sir Elijah never says that he has not received any salary, Ou the contrary,